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科学法规是解释刑事侦查为什么重视遗传信息的一个原因（Lynch, Cole, McNally, 
& Jordan, 2008）。从法医科学家、刑事侦查人员、法官、检察官和律师等专业团体和
一般公众的角度来看，DNA技术和法医遗传数据库据称产生了“更科学”的信息，“更
有能力”以快速和可信的方式识别罪犯（Aas, 2006; Lynch, 2003; Lynch et al., 2008; 





地位（Hindmarsh & Prainsack, 2010; Kruse, 2016; Williams & Johnson, 2008
）。这种社会生活的“遗传化”（ Heath, Rapp, & Taussig, 2004; Novas & Rose, 
2000; Rabinow, 1996; Rose, 2007; Rose & Novas, 2005; Rouvroy, 2008; Wehling, 







































































（Broeders & Dijstelbloem, 2016; French & Smith, 2016; Sadowski, 2019; Smith, 
2016; van Dijck, 2014），在数据化社会中，生物监控技术的重要性日益突出。换言之，
基于信息处理的技术与源自人体的生物材料相关（Hindmarsh & Prainsack, 2010; 





















Crespillo, & Yurrebaso, 2017; Granja & Machado, 2019; Haimes, 2006; Murphy, 
2010），以及情报主导的DNA大规模筛查，包括在嫌疑人居住的特定区域收集大
量DNA图谱（Chapin, 2004; Duster, 2008）。此外，对地理祖先的推断，根据区域
确定基因图谱的数据分布和已知生物样本与可能起源的区域的邻近度，结合两者信
息通过DNA推断物理特征。这两种技术的联合使用通常被称为法医DNA表型分
析（M’charek, 2008; Queirós, 2019; Samuel & Prainsack, 2018, 2019; Skinner, 
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技术部（Department of Science and Technology at Cornell University）的支持下
开展的研究。这些学者开展了一项时长15年涉及英国和美国多地的研究。这一时期涵盖
了从法院和科学期刊开始积极讨论DNA技术的时刻（80年代末）到这类技术被确立










记录、记录设备、协议和架构安排（Lynch, 2013; Lynch et al., 2008）。除此之外，研
究小组还展示了围绕DNA分析技术的争议如何反映了不同的专业兴趣，以及与美国刑
事司法系统相关的社会政治和结构方面（Daemmrich, 1998; Jasanoff, 1995）。
瑭◅珖մ炙⚢㰣䫓狓 17
尽管这项研究具有民族志特征，但它是集成各种社会学范式潜力的典范。这项集


































受，一个广泛和稳定的社会结构网络已经被建立（Hindmarsh & Prainsack, 2010; 
Lynch et al., 2008; Williams & Johnson, 2008）。因此，发现DNA技术的科学知
识从其当地生产环境中扩展出来，并融入各种机构的社会秩序，从而从相互作用的微
观层面上升到社会结构的宏观层面（Daemmrich, 1998; Derksen, 2003）。换句话
说，我们可以说DNA技术代表了知识创造活动的成功结果（Derksen, 2010; Knorr-
Cetina, 1999; Shapin, 1986）。
在分析社会现实的微观和宏观层面之间的关系时，我们将考虑社会学家Linda 
Derksen所做的研究，她研究了DNA分析技术的发展及其在美国司法系统中的应用




















规模社会影响有关（Human Genetics Commission, 2009; Nuffield Council on 




（National Fingerprint Database）的运作；英国国家DNA数据库道德小组（UK 


























致。换句话说，准确的测量是偶然的、局部的结果所得（Derksen, 2000; Kruse, 2016; 
Lynch et al., 2008）。一些作者注意到，科学家之间存在着一些旨在达成共识的合作
活动，这样一种标准就可以被不同的社区扩展和使用，也可以在不同的活动和地方使用






















其起源地之外的地方，并被其他社会行为体挪用或使用（Machado & Granja, 2018
）换句话说，通过量化，法医遗传学家可以假定，在特定地点产生的知识遵循“普遍”
准则，可由不同地点不同的人复制，并获得相同的结果，从而获得某种“地方普遍性”






















































确定（Machado & Prainsack, 2012）。
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其他作者继续在公众认知领域展开研究，不管其是通过质量方法（Anderson, 
Stackhouse, Shaw, & Iredale, 2010; Machado & Prainsack, 2012; Stackhouse, 
Anderson, Shaw, & Iredale, 2010; Wilson-Kovacs, Wyatt, & Hauskeller, 2012）还
是定量方法（an extensive review of the existing studies can be found at Machado 
& Silva, 2019）来研究公众对DNA数据库的认知，他们也都丰富了有关法医遗传学
社会研究的文献。在这方面，我们重点指出了社会学家Dana Wilson-Kovacs及其同








（Machado & Prainsack, 2012）。其他研究还显示，来自弱势社会群体以及少数种
族和族裔群体的个人对在刑事司法系统中使用基因证据表现出高度的不信任（Curtis, 





















中一些为法院提供法医遗传学分析的公司（Lawless, 2011; Wienroth, 2018）。另一类
社会行为体是处理伦理和法律问题的团体。这些问题与利用法医遗传学进行刑事鉴定
有关，即通过其作为实体的角色，监督和监测载有数千名公民基因图谱的数据库的活动




构；基因图谱被纳入此类数据库的对象（Machado & Prainsack, 2012），以及其他公
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的了解（Rose & Abi-Rached, 2013, p. 170）。龙勃罗梭方法的第二个显著特点与一大
前提有关，即个体的犯罪倾向烙印在其生物基因中（Walklate, 2007）。根据作者的方
法，这意味着犯罪倾向可以通过“可见的犯罪标志”来确定，这些标志体现在身体、道
德、退化和不可改变的特征上（Cole, 2001; Horn, 2003; Rose, 2000）。
Lombroso在其著作《犯罪人论》（1876年，L’Uomo Delinquente）和《犯罪原因
























遗传学放在研究前沿，振兴并合法化此类研究的趋势日益增长（Baker, Tuvblad, & 





度调查流行病学战略具有潜在效用（Akers & Lanier, 2009; Lanier, 2010），特别是
那些旨在计算在生物学上有犯罪倾向的风险的策略（Raine, 2013）
因此，利益的核心之处不再是寻找犯罪基因或攻击性基因，而是去识别、干预、防









（Rose & Abi-Rached, 2013,p. 190）
从生物遗传学角度解读犯罪行为的方式再度兴起与遗传学和神经科学的出现和
巩固密切相关。这些具有重大象征权力的新学科能够为一些研究赋予科学意义，那些
研究的目的是让人体生物学转化为可解读的实体（Pavlich, 2009; Rose, 2000; Twine, 







& Smith, 2016; Hindmarsh & Prainsack, 2010; Kloppenburg & van der Ploeg, 
2018; Smith, 2016）。这一本体论基于这样一个概念，即对人体的解读是获取个人身份
客观且无可辩驳的真理来源。（Aas, 2006; Kloppenburg & van der Ploeg, 2018）。
最后，将生物学与犯罪相关联的这波研究风潮的复兴还有另一个指导原则，就是








（Loi, Del Savio, & Stupka, 2013, p. 143）；（2）在早期发展阶段建立，终生都可看
到其影响表现；3）可能会遗传给后代（Hedlund, 2012; Loi et al., 2013）；（4）可能可














境’中的个人和群体的潜能的情况下”（ Lloyd & Müller, 2018, p. 676）。
犯罪行为的研究是更容易“吸收”表观遗传学的研究成果的领域之一。Richard 



























族裔等因素相关联（Andersen & Collins, 2004; Burgess-Proctor, 2006; Weber, 
2001）。这表明，这些方法可能会歧视和侵害更弱势的社会群体。因为这些方法扩大
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（Hindmarsh & Prainsack, 2010; Kruse, 2016; Lawless, 2016; Lynch, Cole, 





人或被控犯罪者的道德和人身完整性（McCartney, 2006; Murphy, 2007; Nuffield 
Council on Bioethics, 2007）。






























能不知道的亲属关系（Haimes, 2006; Kim, Mammo, Siegel, & Katsanis, 2011）。
随着人类基因组知识的进步，即使是所谓的非编码DNA将来也可能与敏感信息有关，













对其可信度和稳健性仍存怀疑。（Aronson, 2007; Jasanoff, 1995; Lynch & Jasanoff, 
1998）。然而，DNA检测由于其识别犯罪嫌疑人的无与伦比的能力而获得了更受尊重




现有关法医DNA图谱的操作效用和科学地位的主张。（Williams & Johnson, 2008
）。因此，人们通常会认为法医DNA证据能够提升治安实践，具有与DNA技术的科学
权威相关的某种程度的“客观性”（Cole & Lynch, 2006; Costa, 2017; Santos, 2014
）。然而，与警方部队进行的研究显示，专业警方人员认为，DNA检测会受到各种意外
情况的影响，这就是为什么DNA检测应主要被视为一种情报来源，在刑事调查中与其













































诸如CSI效应（Brewer & Ley, 2010; Schweitzer & Saks, 2007），以及对陪审员、法
院传唤来评估可能涉及DNA证据且复杂的刑事案件的普通公民、法官和警方调查人
员本身（Cole & Dioso-Villa, 2007; Durnal, 2010; Huey, 2010; Shelton, Kim, & 
Barak, 2006）。
此外，还有一个研究小组重点关注服刑的特定社会群体和个人，如何看待媒体
关于DNA技术的信息。根据现有研究（Machado & Prainsack, 2012; Machado, 
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结果时遇到的主要障碍（Amorim, 2012; Amorim et al., 2016）。最近一项关于此
话题的研究（基于欧洲法医遗传学界的成员的观念）强调了科学家的担忧，司法系统的
专业人士和公众对DNA作为法庭案件证据的能力给予了过度的“热情”和 “积极”
的重视。（Amelung, Granja, & Machado, 2019）。为了应对这些挑战，目前存在几
项应对此类风险沟通的战略。例如为评估性专家报告提供正确做法的具体模型，并在
如欧洲法庭科学研究网工作组（European Network of Forensic Science Institutes, 














和其他生物特征数据）（Chow-White & Duster, 2011; Cole & Lynch, 2006; Duster, 
2006; Skinner, 2013; Williams & Johnson, 2004b）。
敨糇媪杼╈氳嫏⵴鸆⚩㰣40
⹇縓乄昦
Amelung, N., Granja, R., & Machado, H. (2019). “We are victims of our own success”: 
Challenges of communicating DNA evidence to “enthusiastic”. In S. R. Davies & U. 
Felt (Eds.), Exploring science communication: A science and technology studies approach. 
London: Sage.
Amorim, A. (2002). A Espécie das Origens. Genomas, Linhagens e Recombinações. Lisbon: 
Gradiva.
Amorim, A. (2012). Opening the DNA black box: Demythologizing forensic genetics. New 
Genetics and Society, 31(3), 259–270. https://doi.org/10.1080/14636778.2012.687083
Amorim, A., Crespillo, M., Luque, J., Prieto, L., Garcia, O., Gusmão, L., … Pinto, N. (2016). 
Formulation and communication of evaluative forensic  science expert opinion—A 
GHEP-ISFG contribution to the establishment of standards. Forensic Science International: 
Genetics, 25, 210–213. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2016.09.003
Aronson, J. (2007). Genetic witness: Science, law, and controversy in the making of DNA 
profiling. Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers University Press.
Biedermann, A., Champod, C., & Willis, S. (2017). Development of European standards 
for evaluative reporting in forensic science: The gap between intentions and per-
ceptions. The International Journal of Evidence & Proof, 21(1–2), 14–29. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1365712716674796
Bier, J. (2018). Bodily circulation and the measure of a life: Forensic identification and 
valuation after the Titanic disaster. Social Studies of Science, 48(5), 635–662. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0306312718801173
Brewer, P. R., & Ley, B. L. (2010). Media use and public perceptions of DNA evidence. 
Science Communication, 32(1), 93–117. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547009340343
Chow-White, P., & Duster, T. (2011). Do health and forensic DNA databases increase 
racial disparities? PLoS Medicine, 8(10), e1001100. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pmed.1001100
Cole, S. (2009). Forensics without uniqueness, conclusions without individualization: The 
new epistemology of forensic identification. Law, Probability and Risk, 8(3), 1–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/lpr/mgp016
Cole, S., & Dioso-Villa, R. (2007). CSI and its effects: Media, juries, and the burden of 
proof. New England Law Review, 41(3), 435–470.
Cole, S., & Lynch, M. (2006). The social and legal construction of suspects. Annual 
Review of Law and Social Science, 2, 39–60. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
lawsocsci.2.081805.110001
Costa, S. (2017). Visibilities, invisibilities and twilight zones at the crime scene in Portugal. 
New Genetics and Society, 36(4), 375–399. https://doi.org/10.1080/14636778.2017.1394835
瑭㍌珖մ%/"䤗儛㏇⮔◄❰刧⽰嫏䉁╈氳䈒榫 41
Durnal, E. (2010). Crime scene investigation (as seen on TV). Forensic Science International, 
199(1–3), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2010.02.015 
Duster, T. (2003). Backdoor to eugenics. New York: Routledge.
Duster, T. (2006). The molecular reinscription of race: Unanticipated issues in biotech-
nology and forensic science. Patterns of Prejudice, 40(4–5), 427–441. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00313220601020148
Edmond, G. (2001). The law-set: The legal-scientific production of medical propriety. Science, 
Technology, & Human Values, 26(2), 191–226. https://doi.org/10.1177/016224390102600204
Gill, P. (2014). Misleading DNA evidence: Reasons for miscarriages of justice. Amsterdam: 
Academic Press/Elsevier.
Gill, P. (2016). Analysis and implications of the miscarriages of justice of Amanda Knox 
and Raffaele Sollecito. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 23, 9–18. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2016.02.015
Haimes, E. (2006). Social and ethical issues in the use of familial searching in forensic 
investigations: Insights from family and kinship studies. Journal of Law, Medicine & 
Ethics, 34(2), 263–276. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-720X.2006.00032.x
Hindmarsh, R., & Prainsack, B. (Eds.). (2010). Genetic suspects: Global governance of forensic 
DNA profiling and databasing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Huey, L. (2010). “I’ve seen this on CSI”: Criminal investigators’ perceptions about the man-
agement of public expectations in the field. Crime, Media, Culture, 6(1), 49–68. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1741659010363045
Jasanoff, S. (1995). Science at the bar. Law, science, and technology in America. Cambridge, 
MA and London, UK: Harvard University Press.
Jasanoff, S. (2006). Just evidence: The limits of science in the legal process. Journal of Law, 
Medicine & Ethics, 34(2), 328–341. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-720X.2006.00038.x
Kaye, D. H. (2009). Identification, individualization, uniqueness. Law, Probability and 
Risk, 8(2), 85–94.
Kim, J., Mammo, D., Siegel, M., & Katsanis, S. (2011). Policy implications for familial 
searching. Investigative Genetics, 2(1), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1186/2041-2223-2-22
Knorr-Cetina, K. (1999). Epistemic cultures. How the sciences make knowledge. Cambridge, 
MA; London, UK: Harvard University Press.
Kruse, C. (2010). Producing absolute truth: CSI science as wishful thinking. American 
Anthropologist, 112(1), 79–91. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1548-1433.2009.01198.x
Kruse, C. (2016). The social life of forensic evidence. Oakland, CA: University of California 
Press.
Lawless, C. (2016). Forensic science: A sociological introduction. Oxon and New York: 
Routledge.
敨糇媪杼╈氳嫏⵴鸆⚩㰣42
Ley, B. L., Jankowski, N., & Brewer, P. R. (2010). Investigating CSI: Portrayals of DNA testing 
on a forensic crime show and their potential effects. Public Understanding of Science, 
21(1), 51–67. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662510367571
Lynch, M. (2013). Science, truth, and forensic cultures: The exceptional legal status of DNA 
evidence. Studies in History and Philosophy of Biological and Biomedical Sciences, 44(1), 
60–70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.shpsc.2012.09.008
Lynch, M., Cole, S., McNally, R., & Jordan, K. (2008). Truth machine: The contentious history 
of DNA fingerprinting. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Lynch, M., & Jasanoff, S. (1998). Contested identities: Science, law and forensic practice. 
Social Studies of Science, 28(5–6), 675–686. https://doi.org/10.1177/030631298028005001
Machado, H., & Granja, R. (2019). Police epistemic culture and boundary work with judi-
cial authorities and forensic scientists: The case of transnational DNA 
Data Exchange in the EU. New Genetics and Society, 38(3), 289–307. https://doi.org/10
.1080/14636778.2019.1609350
Machado, H., & Prainsack, B. (2012). Tracing technologies: Prisoners’ views in the era of 
CSI. Farnham, UK: Ashgate.
Machado, H., Santos, F., & Silva, S. (2011). Prisoners’ expectations of the national forensic 
DNA database: Surveillance and reconfiguration of individual rights. Forensic Science 
International, 210(1–3), 139–143. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2011.02.020
McCartney, C. (2006). Forensic identification and criminal justice: Forensic science, justice 
and risk. Cullompton: Willan Publishing.
Murphy, E. (2007). The new forensics: Criminal justice, false certainty, and the second 
generation of scientific evidence. California Law Review, 95(3), 721–797.
Nuffield Council on Bioethics. (2007). The forensic use of bioinformation: Ethical issues. 
London. Retrieved from https://nuffieldbioethics.org/assets/pdfs/The-forensic-use-of-
bioinformation-ethical-issues.pdf
Prainsack, B., & Kitzberger, M. (2009). DNA behind bars: Other ways of knowing 
forensic DNA technologies. Social Studies of Science, 39(1), 51–79. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0306312708097289
Saks, M. J., & Koehler, J. J. (2008). The individualization fallacy in forensic science evidence. 
Vanderbilt University Law Review, 61(1), 199–219. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=1432516
Santos, F. (2014). Making sense of the story: The dialogues between the police and forensic 
laboratories in the construction of DNA evidence. New Genetics and Society, 33(2), 
181–203. https://doi.org/10.1080/14636778.2014.916186
Schiffer, B., & Champod, C. (2008). Judicial error and forensic science: Pondering the 
contribution of DNA evidence. In C. R. Huff & M. Killias (Eds.), Wrongful conviction. 
International perspectives on miscarriages of justice (pp. 33–55). Temple University Press.
瑭㍌珖մ%/"䤗儛㏇⮔◄❰刧⽰嫏䉁╈氳䈒榫 43
Schweitzer, N. J., & Saks, M. J. (2007). The CSI effect: Popular fiction about forensic 
science affects the public’s expectations about real forensic science. Jurimetrics Journal, 
47, 357–364.
Shelton, D. E., Kim, Y. S., & Barak, G. (2006). A study of juror expectations and demands 
concerning scientific evidence: Does the “CSI Effect” exist? Vanderbilt Journal of 
Entertainment & Technology Law, 9(2), 331–368.
Skinner, D. (2013). “The NDNAD has no ability in itself to be discriminatory”: Ethnicity 
and the governance of the UK National DNA Database. Sociology, 47(5), 976–992. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038513493539
Smith, L. A. (2017). The missing, the martyred and the disappeared: Global networks, 
technical intensification and the end of human rights genetics. Social Studies of Science, 
47(3), 398–416. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312716678489
Toom, V. (2017). Finding closure, continuing bonds, and codentification after the 9/11 
attacks. Medical Anthropology: Cross Cultural Studies in Health and Illness, 37(4), 
267–279. https://doi.org/10.1080/01459740.2017.1337118
Toom, V. (2018). Cross-border exchange and comparison of forensic DNA data in the context 
of the Prüm Decision. Civil liberties, justice and home affairs. Retrieved from http://www.
europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=IPOL_STU(2018)604971
Williams, R., & Johnson, P. (2004a). Circuits of surveillance. Surveillance & Society, 2(1), 
1–14. Retrieved from https://ojs.library.queensu.ca/index.php/surveillance-and-society/
article/view/3324/3286
Williams, R., & Johnson, P. (2004b). “Wonderment and dread”: Representations of DNA 
in ethical disputes about forensic DNA databases. New Genetics and Society, 23(2), 
205–223. https://doi.org/10.1080/1463677042000237035
Williams, R., & Johnson, P. (2008). Genetic policing: The use of DNA in criminal investiga-











资源（Hindmarsh & Prainsack, 2010）。法医遗传学在该系统中的最突出的应用是
创建和扩张中央国家数据库，该数据库包含按照每个国家立法定义的标准添加和存储
















Van Brakel, Fonio, & Wagenaar, 2014; Garland, 2001; Lyon, 1992, 2006; Marx, 





事调查和安全领域方面的应用潜力相关的期望（Brayne, 2017; Chan & Moses, 2015, 




证据，并最终可能有助于预防和威慑犯罪（Santos et al., 2013; Walsh, Buckleton, 
Ribaux, Roux, & Raymond, 2008）。然而，此类数据库的使用带来了各种复杂的道
德、社会和政治问题，从我们的角度来看，必须在各种社会行为体——立法者、司法工
作者、法医专家、政治家适当参与的背景下考虑这些问题（Machado & Silva, 2015a, 
2015b; Wienroth, Morling, & Williams, 2014）。来自不同专业领域和科学学科的评
论员指出需要考虑以下问题，即在使用法医基因数据库时，应考虑到伦理问题和尊重
基本人权的需要，如自由、自主、隐私、无罪推定和平等（Amankwaa & McCartney, 


















视，而是利用专家实践进行推理重建（Williams & Johnson, 2004, pp. 3–6）。正如
作者所指出的，“DNA数据库的速度、效率、自动化和准确性在治安史上是无与伦比
的”（Williams & Johnson, 2004, p. 8）。此外，Williams和Johnson解释说，DNA
数据库构成“一种监测，主要涉及‘管理’那些已经被认为是罪犯的人，将他们与普通
大众区分开来，并通过稳妥的检测方式来管理他们”（Williams & Johnson, 2004, p. 
11）。
最后，重要的是要注意，创建和维护一个DNA数据库的成本很高，没有任何研究
























面，我们都很难找到极端立场的经验证据（Machado & Silva, 2015b; Williams & 
Johnson, 2004）。而更容易找到的是妥协办法，即需要在保障人民安全和打击犯罪之
间取得平衡，同时维护公民权利、自由和保障（Amankwaa, 2018; Wilson-Kovacs, 
2014; Wilson-Kovacs, Wyatt, & Hauskeller, 2012）。然而，对这种理想平衡的寻找
和论证是有区别的。辩论倾向于一方的立场，并反映了对以下问题的不同看法：刑事司
法系统的主要目标和方向应是什么，道德指导原则应是什么，不同社会、专业或政治团


























国家 人口 载入数据库的个体总数 数据库人数占总人口的比例
德国 82,000,000 857,000 1.0%
奥地利 8,100,000 203,054 2.5%
丹麦 5,500,000 116,433 2.1%
法国 66,030,000 3,282,418 5.0%
荷兰 17,000,000 237,254 1.4%
苏格兰 5,500,000 311,107 5.7%
匈牙利 9,982,000 148,384 1.5%
英格兰和威尔士 53,700,000 4,733,755 8.8%







人权法院在“S和Marper对峙英国1案”（McCartney, Williams, & Wilson, 2010）
之后作出裁决，最近对立法进行了修改，其命令销毁生2 物样本并消除无罪释放的嫌
疑人或未被指控犯有任何罪行的人的记录（Amankwaa & McCartney, 2019）。
尽管欧洲DNA数据库在立法上存在差异，但由于跨界犯罪和恐怖主义的共同威
胁，各国越来越多地鼓励普遍使用和更协调地分享信息的主导趋势。在执行普吕姆决





犯隐私，但当局认为保留指纹和DNA特征分析对社会有益（McCartney et al., 2010）。欧
洲人权法院的裁决则相反，并确定保留未被定罪的嫌疑人的指纹和DNA图谱构成了对个
人隐私权“不合理的干涉”，“在民主社会，这种行为不能被视为理所当然”（ Council 
of Europe, 2008, par. 125）。
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法律应用也明显不足（Amankwaa, 2019; McCartney, Wilson, & Williams, 2011; 









（Chan & Moses, 2015; Kitchin, 2014a, 2014b）。
从社会学的角度来看，将大数据作为文化、社会和政治现象（Boyd & Crawford, 





（Chan & Moses, 2015, p. 24）
大数据的“神话”层面与社会对法医遗传学的想象相似，而且还容易让人产生其











个人实施犯罪或恐怖行为的风险（Ball, Di Domenico, & Nunan, 2016; Lyon, 2014
）。量化某些个人的风险水平意味着，大数据加强了对更容易受到警方怀疑的社会群
体和个人的监视，从而巩固了污名化和社会不平等再现的社会机制（Brayne, 2017; 






消费系统、国家的行政职能相交织。（Haggerty & Ericson, 2000; Lyon, 2004, 2014
）。
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或抑制潜在问题对象的流动（Aas, 2013; Bigo, 2005; Pickering & Weber, 2006）。
正如Dennis Broeders和Huuub Dijstelbloem指出的那样，虽然欧洲的内部边界在某
种程度上已经被废除，但“流动并不是为人人服务的：有一种流动性政治，其中不同的






际人口流动（Aas, 2011; Ajana, 2013; Bosworth & Guild, 2008; Broeders, 2007; 




和调查跨界犯罪是不断强化监视系统的主要动力和理由（Aas, 2011, p. 337）。如今在
社会中，监测系统网络和网络数据库正在快速发展，目的是根据风险对流动人口进行
可视化、登记、绘图、监测和特征分析（Broeders & Dijstelbloem, 2016）。在这种背
景下，生物识别技术被越来越多地使用，成为控制和管理国际流动的主要形式（Aas, 
2011）。生物识别技术在当代治理项目中创造了实体和数字元素之间的不可分割性









员国日益关注潜在风险对象的跨国流动以及跨国犯罪（Broeders, 2007; Guild & 
Geyer, 2008; Hufnagel & McCartney, 2017）。虽然DNA数据的非正式交换往往





















施变得更加容易”（ Luif, 2007: 6; see also Bigo, 2004, 2008: 94; Bigo & Guild, 
2005; Kuus, 2004; M’charek et al., 2014: 16).
2008年，《普吕姆公约》的一些条款通过一项理事会决定（通常称为《普吕姆决





后期限。然而，由于若干原因，大多数国家无法遵守这一最后期限（McCartney et al., 
2011; Prainsack & Toom, 2013）：（1）在动员政治多数派以使国家法律适应普吕姆
条款方面面临困难；（2）利益攸关方之间关于谁应对普吕姆负责存在冲突；（3）人力
和财政资源（Prainsack & Toom, 2013; Töpfer, 2011）。此外，意大利、希腊、爱尔兰
和马耳他还面临其他限制，因为在通过普吕姆决定时，它们还没有DNA数据库或专门








































罪推定等公民权利的潜在威胁有关的道德挑战（McCartney, 2010; McCartney et 
al., 2011; Nuffield Council on Bioethics, 2007）。此外，一些作者观察到，当《普吕
姆公约》被纳入欧盟法律时，存在民主缺陷（Balzacq, 2005; Balzacq, Bigo, Carrera, 
& Guild, 2006; Bellanova, 2017; Bigo, 2008）。由于缺乏确保透明度、问责制和信
任的制度以及对执法信息跨国流动的道德监督，这些问题变得更加复杂（Hufnagel 
& McCartney, 2015; McCartney, 2013, 2014a, 2014b; McCartney et al., 2011; 
Prainsack & Toom, 2010, 2013）。Victor Toom和他的同事在回顾十年来法医DNA
数据的跨境交换和比对时，简要说明了他们在普吕姆决议仍存在问题时对问责制和透
明度的担忧（EU Council, 2008a, 2008b），因为能够在普吕姆制度中获得DNA数据
交换和比对的量化且公开的信息有限、相互脱节，而且基本上无法获取（Toom, 2018; 




条件方面存在相当大的差异（Cho & Sankar, 2004; Machado & Silva, 2016; Santos, 
Machado, & Silva, 2013; Van Camp & Dierickx, 2007）。因此，这种情况汇聚了
收集和保存法医生物信息的各种条例，让人们关注到了普吕姆制度的内在异质性。










贩运、财政犯罪和虐待儿童（Prainsack & Toom, 2010）。
部分初步分析的内容启发了最近关于普吕姆的观察研究。其中一项研究探讨
了“伦理”对普吕姆系统下积极参与跨国DNA数据交换的法医从业人员而言的含义

















（Machado & Granja, 2019a）。
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Helena Machado、Rafaela Granja和Nina Amelung的另一项研究分析了多种
形成怀疑的灵活方式，这些怀疑在通过法医DNA数据库治理跨国犯罪的过程中形成















法当局不同工作方式的数据（Machado & Granja, 2019b）。
欧盟各成员国之间通过DNA数据交换解决跨境犯罪，第二组关于普吕姆系统的
研究一直在评估该类跨境犯罪的地理模式（Bernasco, Lammers, & Van der Beek, 





式主要与大量犯罪有关，而这些犯罪行为通常会包括东欧人（Bernasco et al., 2016; 
Siegel, 2014; Van Daele, 2008）。
篾陪
在收集和处理大量数据时，本章考虑到了几个社会生活领域的不断变化。在此基








讨论（Prainsack & Toom, 2013）。然而，这样一个克服差异的目标是与一个更广泛的
社会分类体系的巩固相结合的，这一体系突出了几种地缘政治紧张局势。换句话说，由
于国家DNA数据库往往反映了通常以外国人和（或）少数民族等少数群体为目标的治
安行动（Chow-White & Duster, 2011; Duster, 2006; Skinner, 2013, 2018），通过
实现数据的跨国交换，普吕姆系统有权重申和深化DNA数据库的歧视性权力。因此，
欧盟的跨国DNA数据交换能让犯罪和数据的可疑流通以及其他特定国家领域的特定
人群的可疑流通（重新）联系起来（Machado et al., 2020）。
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为“个人识别与集体识别的融合”（Cole, 2018, p. 2）。
嫏⵴DNA丘䩺䈑╈氳㳄硍䪷乹
家系排查这一术语5一般是指在法医DNA数据库中进行的搜索，利用犯罪嫌疑
人与近亲的遗传关联来识别犯罪嫌疑人（Debus-Sherrill & Field, 2019; Granja & 








可能出现另一种家系排查的方式（Murphy, 2010,p. 9），即Sara Debus-Sherrill和




技术的立法（Maguire, McCallum, Storey, & Whitaker, 2014），最近，德国还批准
了在情报为导向的DNA大规模筛查中使用家系排查（Criminal Code of Conduct—
StPO §81h）。在其他欧盟国家，情况尚不清楚。尽管在西班牙、波兰（Dettlaff-Kakol 
& Pawlowski, 2002）和意大利（Jones, 2015）等国有使用亲属DNA搜寻犯罪嫌疑人
的刑事案件记录。然而，在大多数欧盟国家，家系排查仍然不受管制。
在欧洲以外的国家，新西兰正式采用了通过法医DNA数据库进行家系排查的方















许可（Maguire et al., 2014）。尽管这种调查手段的使用受到限制，但迄今为止，在一
些国家，无论是在悬案还是在非悬案中，这种侦查手段都生成了有助于查明嫌疑人、给
罪犯定罪以及为误判者平反的信息（Kim et al., 2011）。然而，在法医数据库中使用家
系排查仍然充满了法律、伦理和社会争议（Chamberlain, 2012; García, Crespillo, & 
Yurrebaso, 2017; Haimes, 2006; Kim et al., 2011; Maguire et al., 2014; Murphy, 




统有过任何直接接触的其他人（虽然是以间接的方式）（Bieber, Brenner, & Lazer, 
2006; Epstein, 2009; Flaus, 2013; Suter, 2010; Thomas, 2006）。将无罪人员纳入
数据库的可能性，意味着这一侦查手段加强了对特定群体中个体（即潜在嫌疑犯的
亲属）的基因监控，主要依据是他们与某人的遗传关联（Bieber et al., 2006; Greely, 
Riordan, Garrison, & Mountain, 2006; Haimes, 2006; Kim et al., 2011; Lazer, 
2008; Murphy, 2010）。此外，扩大法医数据库的影响范围还引发了关于“基因信息
提供人”的权利和义务的辩论，基因信息提供人指的是其样本与犯罪现场样本部分匹
配，并在刑事调查中无意地牵连了其他家庭成员的人（Gabel, 2010; Murphy, 2010; 
Suter, 2010; Williams & Johnson, 2006, p. 16）。
第二个方面涉及家系排查披露信息的潜在风险。不管是否存在基因关联




谓“某些家族犯罪现象普遍”的主导观点（Gabel, 2010, p. 21; Haimes, 2006）和/
或进一步扩大不平等现象。当在法医DNA数据库中使用这种调查技术时，其会在一
个预先创建的数据库中搜索潜在嫌疑人，该数据库通常会过度代表受刑事司法系统
行动影响最大的某些群体和社会类别，如少数族裔（Chow-White & Duster, 2011; 
Duster, 2003; Skinner, 2013）。从这个意义上讲，家系排查最终可能会重现对某些
社会群体的刑事定罪（Bieber et al., 2006; Epstein, 2009; Flaus, 2013; Greely et 
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受访者中，持相同观点的人占30%（Debus-Sherrill & Field, 2019）。
到目前为止，在欧洲已知的研究中，只有一项关于家系排查的实证研究。在对英
国和波兰的家系排查使用情况进行比较研究的基础上，Rafaela Granja和Helena 


























（Erlich, Shor, Pe’er, & Carmi, 2018）。然而，由于这一刑事案件被广泛讨论并引起
了很大的关注，这个案件重塑了有关在刑事侦查中使用家系排查的讨论。这起案件被








其他遗传信息，如健康问题而自愿上传其DNA数据（Abel, 2018; Borry, Cornel, & 































成（Erlich et al., 2018）。因此，这意味着基因监测不再局限于“对那些被定罪者的管

















































基于大陆的生物地理学祖先。（Daniel et al., 2015; Kayser, 2015; Kayser & de Knijff, 
2011; Kayser & Schneider, 2009）。在一定数量的高知名度案件中，各个国家已经使





























众理解成“犯罪嫌疑人可能是黑人”（ Samuel & Prainsack, 2018a）。从这个意义上
说，披露与生物地理祖先有关的信息是一个敏感问题，因为通过法医学按大陆或族群
对人口进行区分，很容易导致这些人口与种族和族裔类别之间形成不准确的社会结构









uel & Prainsack, 2018a, 2018b）。在另一些国家，立法要么不明朗要么缺失，这意味着专家
和从业人员可能对立法有不同的解释。因此，在西班牙和英国等国家可以应用法医DNA表
型分析，而在德国、比利时和奥地利等其他国家则被认为是禁止的。尽管如此，在德国和










用同位素测试17 来证实寻求庇护者对其国籍的说法（Tutton, Hauskeller, & Sturdy, 
2014）。作者概述了此类技术将生物分类作为国籍的社会类别，剥夺了个人的话语权的



















其中一部分内容就是由道德考虑塑造而成”（Samuel & Prainsack, 2018a, pp. 3–4）
，这些道德考虑包括有效性、可靠性和歧视问题。在另一份出版物中，作者探讨了民间
社会利益攸关方如何在法医DNA表型应用的潜在实用性与各种伦理和社会考虑之间
取得平衡（Samuel & Prainsack, 2019）。











犯罪人（Vidaki & Kayser, 2017, 2018）。一些法医遗传学家在表观遗传学的概念和可
能性的基础上（详情见第3章），正在考虑法医表观基因组学的前景。这些前景可能包
括预测吸烟、饮酒和吸毒习惯、饮食习惯的类型、身体活动水平、人体尺寸／体型、居住












Abbott, A., Butler, D., Castelvecchi, D., Cressey, D., Gibney, E., Ledford, H., … Witze, A. 
(2018). 2018 in news: The science events that shaped the year. Nature. https://www.
nature.com/articles/d41586-018-07685-3
Abel, S. (2018). What DNA can’t tell: Problems with using genetic tests to determine the nationa-
lity of migrants. Anthropology Today, 34(6), 3–6. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8322.12470
Bieber, F. R., Brenner, C. H., & Lazer, D. (2006). Finding criminals through DNA of their 
relatives. Human Genetics, 312, 1315–1316. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1122655
敨糇媪杼╈氳嫏⵴鸆⚩㰣76
Borry, P., Cornel, M. C., & Howard, H. C. (2010). Where are you going, where have you 
been: A recent history of the direct-to-consumer genetic testing market. Journal of 
Community Genetics, 1(3), 101–106. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12687-010-0023-z
Chamberlain, M. (2012). Familial DNA searching. A proponent’s perspective. Criminal 
Justice, 27(1).
Chow-White, P., & Duster, T. (2011). Do health and forensic DNA databases increase 
racial disparities? PLoS Medicine, 8(10), e1001100. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pmed.1001100
Chow-White, P., Struve, S., Lusoli, A., Lesage, F., Saraf, N., & Oldring, A. (2018). ‘Warren 
Buffet is my cousin’: Shaping public understanding of big data biotechnology, direc-
t-to-consumer genomics, and 23andMe on Twitter. Information Communication and 
Society, 21(3), 448–464. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2017.1285951
Cole, S. (2018). Individual and collective identification in contemporary forensics. BioSocieties, 
1–26. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41292-018-0142-z
Daniel, R., Santos, C., Phillips, C., Fondevila, M., Van Oorschot, R., Carracedo, Á., … 
McNevin, D. (2015). A SNaPshot of next generation sequencing for forensic SNP 
analysis. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 14, 50–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
fsigen.2014.08.013
Debus-Sherrill, S., & Field, M. B. (2019). Familial DNA searching – An emerging 
forensic investigative tool. Science & Justice, 59(1), 20–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
scijus.2018.07.006
Dettlaff-Kakol, A., & Pawlowski, R. (2002). First Polish DNA “manhunt” – An applica-
tion of Y-chromosome STRs. International Journal of Legal Medicine, 116(5), 289–291. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00414-002-0320-0 
Duster, T. (2003). Backdoor to eugenics. New York: Routledge.
El-Haj, N. A. (2007). The genetic reinscription of race. Annual Review of Anthropology, 
36(1), 283–300. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.anthro.34. 081804.120522
Epstein, J. (2009). “Genetic surveillance” – The Bogeyman response to familial DNA inves-
tigations. Journal of Law, Technology and Policy, 1, 141–173. https://doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.1129306
Erlich, Y., Shor, T., Pe’er, I., & Carmi, S. (2018). Identity inference of genomic data using 
long-range familial searches. Science, 362(6415), 690–694. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.aau4832
Flaus, A. (2013). Familial searches and the New Zealand DNA profile databank: The thin 
edge of the genetic wedge? University of Otago. Retrieved from http://www.otago.ac.nz/
law/research/journals/otago065282.pdf
瑭┍珖մ%/"亍⪪䤗儛⽰娤⺳⴬ 77
Gabel, J. D. (2010). Probable cause from probable bonds: A genetic tattle tale based on 
familial DNA. Hastings Women’s Law Journal, 21(3), 3–58. Retrieved from http://ssrn.
com/abstract=1495128
García, Ó., Crespillo, M., & Yurrebaso, I. (2017). Suspects identification through “familial 
searching” in DNA databases of criminal interest. Social, ethical and scientific impli-
cations. Spanish Journal of Legal Medicine, 43(1), 26–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
remle.2017.02.002
Granja, R., & Machado, H. (2019). Ethical controversies of familial searching: The views 
of stakeholders in the United Kingdom and in Poland. Science, Technology, & Human 
Values, 44(6), 1068–1092. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162243919828219
Greely, H. T., Riordan, D. P., Garrison, N. A., & Mountain, J. L. (2006). Family ties: The use 
of DNA offender databases to catch offenders’ kin. Journal of Law, Medicine & Ethics, 
34(2), 248–262. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-720X.2006.00031.x
Greytak, E. M., Moore, C., & Armentrout, S. L. (2019). Genetic genealogy for cold case 
and active investigations. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 299, 103–113. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2019.03.039
Grimm, D. J. (2007). The demographics of genetic surveillance: Familial DNA testing and 
the Hispanic community. Columbia Law Review, 107(5), 1164–1194.
Guerrini, C. J., Robinson, J. O., Petersen, D., & McGuire, A. L. (2018). Should police have 
access to genetic genealogy databases? Capturing the Golden State Killer and other 
criminals using a controversial new forensic technique. PLoS Biology, 16(10), e2006906. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.2006906
Haimes, E. (2006). Social and ethical issues in the use of familial searching in forensic 
investigations: Insights from family and kinship studies. Journal of Law, Medicine & 
Ethics, 34(2), 263–276. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-720X.2006.00032.x
Holes, P. (2019). Barbara Rae-Venter. Time 100 Most Influential People 2019. Times. https://
time.com/collection/100-most-influential-people-2019/5567712/barbara-rae-venter/
Horowitz, A. L., Saperstein, A., Little, J., Maiers, M., & Hollenbach, J. A. (2019). Consumer 
(dis-)interest in genetic ancestry testing: The roles of race, immigration, and ancestral 
certainty. New Genetics and Society, 1–30. https://doi.org/10.1080/14636778.2018.1562327
Joh, E. E. (2006). Reclaiming “Abandoned” DNA: The fourth amendment and genetic pri-
vacy. Northwestern University Law Review, 100(2), 857–884.
Jones, T. (2015, January). The murder that has obsessed Italy. The Guardian.
Kayser, M. (2015). Forensic DNA phenotyping: Predicting human appearance from crime 
scene material for investigative purposes. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 18, 
33–48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2015.02.003
敨糇媪杼╈氳嫏⵴鸆⚩㰣78
Kayser, M., & de Knijff, P. (2011). Improving human forensics through advances in genet-
ics, genomics and molecular biology. Nature Reviews Genetics, 12(3), 179–192. https://
doi.org/10.1038/nrg2952
Kayser, M., & Schneider, P. (2009). DNA-based prediction of human externally visible 
characteristics in forensics: Motivations, scientific challenges, and ethical consider-
ations. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 3(3), 154–161. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
fsigen.2009.01.012
Kennett, D. (2019). Using genetic genealogy in missing persons cases and to develop 
suspect leads in violent crimes. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 301, 107–117. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2019.05.016
Kim, J., Mammo, D., Siegel, M., & Katsanis, S. (2011). Policy implications for familial 
searching. Investigative Genetics, 2(1), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1186/2041-2223-2-22
Lazer, D. (2008). Searching the family tree for suspects: Ethical and implementation issues 
in the familial searching of DNA databases. Taubman Center Policy Briefs, (March), 1–8.
M’charek, A. (2008). Silent witness, articulate collective: DNA evidence and the inference of 
visible traits. Bioethics, 22(9), 519–528. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2008.00699.x
M’charek, A., Toom, V., & Prainsack, B. (2012). Bracketing off population does not 
advance ethical reflection on EVCs: A reply to Kayser and Schneider. Forensic Science 
International: Genetics, 6, e16–e17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2010.12.012
Maguire, C., McCallum, L. L., Storey, C., & Whitaker, J. (2014). Familial searching: A 
specialist forensic DNA profiling service utilising the National DNA Database® to 
identify unknown offenders via their relatives—The UK experience. Forensic Science 
International: Genetics, 8(1), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2013.07.004
Moore, C. (2016). The history of genetic genealogy and unknown parentage research: An 
insider’s view. Journal of Genetic Genealogy, 8(1), 35–37.
Murphy, E. (2010). Relative doubt: Familial searches of DNA databases. Michigan 
Law Review, 109(3), 291–348. https://repository.law.umich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.
cgi?article=1169&context=mlr
Murphy, E. (2018). Law and policy oversight of familial searches in recreational genealogy 
databases. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 292, e5–e9. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
FORSCIINT.2018.08.027
Nuffield Council on Bioethics. (2007). The forensic use of bioinformation: Ethical issues. 
London. https://nuffieldbioethics.org/assets/pdfs/The-forensic-useof-bioinformation-
ethical-issues.pdf
Prainsack, B. (2010). Key issues in DNA profiling and databasing: Implications for governance. 
In R. Hindmarsh & B. Prainsack (Eds.), Genetic suspects: Global governance of forensic 
DNA profiling and databasing (pp. 153–174). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
瑭┍珖մ%/"亍⪪䤗儛⽰娤⺳⴬ 79
Samuel, G., & Prainsack, B. (2018a). Forensic DNA phenotyping in Europe: views “on the 
ground” from those who have a professional stake in the technology. New Genetics and 
Society, 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/14636778.2018.1549984
Samuel, G., & Prainsack, B. (2018b). The regulatory landscape of forensic DNA phenotyping 
in Europe. VISAGE. Retrieved from http://www.visage-h2020.eu/Report_regulatory_
landscape_FDP_in_Europe2.pdf
Samuel, G., & Prainsack, B. (2019). Civil society stakeholder views on forensic DNA phe-
notyping: Balancing risks and benefits. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 43, 
102157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2019.102157
Skinner, D. (2013). “The NDNAD has no ability in itself to be discriminatory”: Ethnicity 
and the governance of the UK National DNA Database. Sociology, 47(5), 976–992. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038513493539
Skinner, D. (2018a). Forensic genetics and the prediction of race: What is the problem? 
BioSocieties, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41292-018-0141-0
Skinner, D. (2018b). Race, racism and identification in the era of technosecurity. Science 
as Culture, 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/09505431.2018.1523887
Suter, S. M. (2010). All in the family: Privacy and DNA familial searching. Harvard Journal 
of Law & Technology, 23(2), 309–399.
Thomas, L. (2006). Nothing to hide, something to fear?: The use of partial DNA matching 
in criminal investigations. Journal of Law, Information and Science, 17, 72–93.
Toom, V., Wienroth, M., M’charek, A., Prainsack, B., Williams, R., Duster, T., … Murphy, 
E. (2016). Approaching ethical, legal and social issues of emerging forensic DNA phe-
notyping (FDP) technologies comprehensively: Reply to ‘Forensic DNA phenotyping: 
Predicting human appearance from crime scene material for investigative purposes’ 
by Manfred Kayser. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 22, e1–e4. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2016. 01.010
Tutton, R., Hauskeller, C., & Sturdy, S. (2014). Suspect technologies: Forensic testing of 
asylum seekers at the UK border. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 37(5), 738–752. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2013.870667
Vailly, J. (2017). The politics of suspects’ geo-genetic origin in France: The conditions, 
expression, and effects of problematisation. BioSocieties, 12(1), 66–88. https://doi.
org/10.1057/s41292-016-0028-x
Vidaki, A., & Kayser, M. (2017). From forensic epigenetics to forensic epigenomics: 
Broadening DNA investigative intelligence. Genome Biology, 18(1), 238. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s13059-017-1373-1
Vidaki, A., & Kayser, M. (2018). Recent progress, methods and perspectives in forensic 
epigenetics. Forensic Science International: Genetics, 37(July), 180–195. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.fsigen.2018.08.008
敨糇媪杼╈氳嫏⵴鸆⚩㰣80
Wienroth, M. (2018a). Governing anticipatory technology practices. Forensic DNA phe-
notyping and the forensic genetics community in Europe. New Genetics and Society, 
1–16. https://doi.org/10.1080/14636778.2018.1469975
Wienroth, M. (2018b). Socio-technical disagreements as ethical fora: Parabon NanoLab’s 
forensic DNA Snapshot™ service at the intersection of discourses around robust 
science, technology validation, and commerce. BioSocieties. https://doi.org/10.1057/
s41292-018-0138-8
Williams, R., & Johnson, P. (2004). Circuits of surveillance. Surveillance & Society, 2(1), 
1–14. https://ojs.library.queensu.ca/index.php/surveillance-and-society/article/view/3324
Williams, R., & Johnson, P. (2006). Inclusiveness, effectiveness and intrusiveness: Issues 
in the developing uses of DNA profiling in support of criminal investigations. Journal 
































































局，从而将身份、观点和风险概念联系起来（Lynch, Cole, McNally, & Jordan, 2008







增长的速度被重构。根据几位作者的观点（例如，见Aas, 2004; Lyon, 2002, 2004; 
Tsianos & Kuster, 2016; Van der Ploeg, 2003），这是一个将有关人口及其不同的身
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